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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI S| ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON
Lenmberger Transport and Recycling, Inc. Site, Mnitowoc County, Wsconsin.

STATEMENT OF BASI S

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Second Qperable Unit
(OR2) at the Lenberger Transport and Recycling Inc. Site, in Manitowoc County, Wsconsin,
whi ch was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensati on,
and Liability act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anmended by the Superfund Amendrments and

Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 (SARA) and is consistent with the National Ol and Hazardous
Subst ances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP) to the extent practicable. This decision is
based upon the contents of the Administrative Record for the site.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY
U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has selected "No Further Action.”

DECLARATI ON STATEMENT

EPA has determ ned that once the provisions of the July 15, 1993 Adnministrative Oder on
Consent have been inplenmented, the conditions at the site will pose no current or potential
threat to human health or the environment. Accordingly, no further renedial action will be
undertaken at this site.

Al though this is a decision for "No Further Action," the statutory requirement of CERCLA
Section 121 for a five-year review will be undertaken. The five-year revieww || be

perforned because waste will be left in place at the site.

The State of Wsconsin concurs conditionally with this decision froma technical standpoint.
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LEMBERGER TRANSPORT AND RECYCLI NG | NC.
MANI TONWOC COUNTY, W SCONSI N
SUMWWARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE SELECTI ON

DECI SI ON SUMVARY

| . SITE DESCRI PTI ON

The Lenberger Transport and Recycling, Inc. (LTR) site consists of a forner |and di sposa
facility located in Manitowoc County, Wsconsin. The study area is bounded approxi mately by
Haas Road to the north, San Road to the south, Madson Road to the east and Korinek Road to
the west. Figure 1 shows the |location of the site. The site is |located near the
intersection of Henpton Lake and Sunny Sl ope Roads. The Branch River, which drains into Lake
M chigan, is located |less than one nile west of the site. The river is used for fishing and
canoeing and as a potable water supply. The entire Branch R ver systemis nanaged as a
smal | mouth bass stream The LTR site occupies approxi mately 45 acres, with 16 acres used for
industrial landfilling. The site is unlined and it occupies an area previously used to mne
gravel. Land in the vicinity of the site is rural and agricultural, with dairy farms in the
area. Most residences are located along Reifs MIls Road. Four residences are | ocated
within 1,000 feet of the site. The groundwater is used by residents as a drinking water
supply and for agricultural activities.

I'1. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The LTR site operated between January 1970 and Septenber 1976 under the same |icense issued
by the Wsconsin Departnent of Natural Resources (WDNR) for the Lenmberger Landfill (LL)
Superfund site. The site ceased operations in 1976 when the WDNR did not renew the |icense.
The wastes were deposited in trenches excavated to an approxi mate depth of five feet.
Records of the types and quantities of wastes were naintained, but no specific records were
kept to indicate what types of wastes were deposited in each trench. No engineered |liner or
| eachate collection systens were ever installed at the LTR site

The LTR site is documented as receiving industrial waste and a variety of |iquids, sludges,
and slurries between 1969 and 1977. Industrial wastes, including wood tar distillates
al um num dust, and oil and water mi xtures were di sposed at the site.

The WDNR had expressed concern that the site had not been covered properly, as indicated by
wast es exposed at the landfill's surface. Subsequently, in 1982, the WDNR entered into a
consent order with Lenberger Landfills Inc., which operated the LL and LTR sites, to
investigate the extent of contam nation at the site. WNR also issued a notice of violation
in August 1982 to Lenmberger Landfills, Inc. regarding failure to inplenent groundwater
monitoring requirements at the LTR site. In Septenber 1984, the LTR site was added to the
National Priorities List (NPL), and EPA becane the | ead regul atory agency.

Residential Wells

In 1985, after receiving conplaints frompeople living northwest of the Lenberger sites, the
VWDNR sanpl ed residential wells in the area. Sanple test results indicated volatile organic
conpounds (VOCs) were present in seven residential wells near the sites and the groundwater
under the sites in anounts that exceeded Wsconsin groundwater standards. Affected residents
recei ved replacenent wells, which were drilled 160 to 220 feet deeper than their original
wells. Later, from 1985 through 1987, the new wells were sanpled and no contam nati on was

f ound
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11,  H GHLI GHTS OF COMMUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

EPA hosted a "kick off" public meeting on March 29, 1989, at St. Patrick/ Maple G ove School,
Reedsvill e, Wsconsin. The purpose of the nmeeting was to informthe |ocal residents of the
Superfund process and the work to be conducted under the Rermedial Investigation (R). R
update fact sheets were issued in April 1990 and January 1991.

The RI Report for the first operable unit at the Lenberger sites was released to the public
for review in January 1991. The Feasibility Study (FS) and Proposed Pl an were rel eased on
May 20, 1991. Information repositories have been established at the followi ng three

|l ocations: The Manitowoc Public Library, 808 Hamilton Street, Mnitowoc, Wsconsin; the
Wiitelaw Vill age Hall, 232 East Menasha Avenue, Witelaw, Wsconsin; and the Franklin Town
Chai rman, Steve Brooks, Hone O fice, Route 1, Box 293A, Wi telaw, Wsconsin. The

Adm ni strative Record for the sites has been made available to the public at the EPA Docket
Roomin Region V and at the Manitowoc Public Library.

A public neeting was held on May 22, 1991 at the Franklin Town Hall, Cato, Wsconsin to

di scuss the FS and the Proposed Plan for the first operable unit. The nmeeting was chaired by
representatives fromthe EPA, WONR, the Wsconsin Departnent of Health and attended by
approxi mately 60 residents.

A public neeting was held on Novenber 5, 1992 to update the community on the investigation
and cleanup activities at the LTR site. Mre than 50 people attended. A fact sheet was al so
di stri but ed.

The FS and Proposed Plan for the first operable unit were available for public comrent from
May 20, through July 29, 1991. The Record of Decision (ROD) for the first operable unit at
the Lenmberger sites was signed on Septenber 23, 1991.

A site tour for local nedia and officials was held in Decenber 1993 when the LTR drum renoval
began. Update letters were also sent to everyone on the site nmailing list in January 1992,
April 1993, and Novenber 1993.

The Proposed Plan for the second operable unit was available for public comrent from July 18,
t hrough August 17, 1994. A public meeting to discuss the Proposed Pl an was held on August 3,
1994 at the Franklin Town Hall in Cato, W sconsin.

Di spl ay advertisenents were placed in the Manitowoc Herald Tinmes to announce all public
neetings and coment periods as well as the availability of the admnistrative record. Press
rel eases were also sent to other |ocal newspapers, television, and radio stations.

The public participation requirenents of CERCLA sections 113 (k)(2)(i-v) and 117 of CERCLA
have been net in the renmedy sel ection process. This decision docunent presents the sel ected
remedi al action for the Lenberger sites in Wsconsin, chosen in accordance with CERCLA as
amended by SARA and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The
decision for this site is based on the adm nistrative record.

V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI'T

As with many Superfund sites, the conditions at the LL and LTR sites were conplex. As a
result, EPA organized the work into two planned activities. The renedial action selected in
the Septenber 1991 ROD addressed the first of these two planned activities or operable units
at the sites. The Septenber 1991 ROD addressed groundwater contam nation at the LL and LTR
sites, and source contamnation at the LL site. Thi s response action was scoped to treat
the groundwater in the shallow and deep aquifers and install a slurry wall around the waste
inthe LL site and place a cap on the LL site. The renedy utilized permanent sol utions and
alternative treatnent or resource recovery technology to the naxi mum extent practicable for
each site, and satisfied the statutory preference for renmedi es that enploy treatnent that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volune as a principal elenent.



The second and final action which is the scope of this ROD addresses the source of

contam nation at the LTR site. The LTR landfill contains hot spots which needed to be
further characterized. The Cctober 1992 R for OJ2 found buried drummed wastes and further
delineated and identified hot spots present at the site. As a result, EPA determ ned that
the conditions at the site warranted the undertaki ng of emergency renoval activities to abate
condi tions which may have presented an i mm nent and substantial endangernent to the public.
As part of these activities, EPA entered into an Adm nistrative Oder on Consent (ACC) on
July 15, 1993 with a group of Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) to inplenment the renova
action conponents at the site. The ACC requires the PRPs to fence the landfill, excavate and
renmove buried druns, install a soil vapor extraction system and cap the landfill.

As a result of these response actions, EPA has determned that no further action is required
at this site. However, because hazardous substances will remain at the site, a five-year
review wi Il be conducted to assure human health and the environnent continue to be protected
by the response activities conducted at the site as part of the July 15, 1993 ACC.

V. SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The RIs involved sanmpling and anal ysis of groundwater, air, surface water, sedinent,

| eachate, subsurface soil, and surface soil to deternmine site conditions. Water sanples were
coll ected fromnunerous residential and nonitoring wells around the site. A geophysica
investigation consisting of a magnetic survey, an el ectromagnetic survey and a seismc survey
was conducted. Site geology, landfill characteristics, and groundwater flow patterns were

al so exam ned

Based on the results of the Rs, EPA determined that the threats to human health and the

envi ronnent are through exposure by ingestion or direct contact with VOCs, sem -volatile
organi ¢ conmpounds (SVCCs), and inorgani c conpounds found in the groundwater near the site and
inlandfill contents on the site. The followi ng conditions were observed at the site

1. Topography

The Branch River, which drains into Lake Mchigan, is less than one mle west and northwest
of the site. The area consists of rolling to hilly terrain and nunerous wetlands. The area
is generally characterized by glacial deposits and variable bedrock. The LTR site slopes to
the west/northwest with steeper slopes in the east. Elevations on the LTR site range from
870 feet to 852 feet above Mean Sea Level (MBL). There are four general geologic units
present at the study area, the upper granular unit (UQJ), the cohesive unit (CU), the | ower
granul ar unit (LGJ) and the bedrock. The UGUJ is conposed of sandy, gravelly deposits at or
close to the ground surface. It does not cover the whole study area. The CU, or clay |ayer
is conposed of silty, clayey deposits and has | ow hydraulic conductivity. The LQUJis
conposed of sandy, gravelly deposits underlying the clay |layer and rests on the bedrock

2.  Hydrogeol ogy

There are two groundwater systens at the site. Wthin the upper granular unit is a localized
perched aquifer. The clay |ayer separates it fromthe lower aquifer in the | ower granular
unit and bedrock. A groundwater divide as a result of a bedrock ridge runs

nort heast - sout hwest on the sout heast side of the study area. The water flows away fromthe
divide in all directions but primarily to the northwest and the sout heast.

a. The upper aquifer is within the upper granular unit and is localized in the area of the
LL site, apparently extending east into R dgeview Landfill, south into the LTR site, and
north at least as far as nonitoring well RwW4. The upper aquifer may be a single perched
systemor there may be nore than one independent perched water table systemin the area.
G oundwater in the upper aquifer appears to flowto the west through the waste di sposed
at the LL site. The average depth of the upper aquifer is thirteen feet.



b. The cohesive or clay layer, underlies the upper aquifer and is interbedded w th granul ar
material at the interface. The thickness of the clay |ayer varies considerably across
the study area, ranging fromone to three feet thick over the bedrock ridge to al nbost 50
feet thick at several |ocations where the bedrock surface is lower in the north,
northwest, and west portions of the Lenberger sites study area.

c. The lower aquifer is vertically and laterally continuous west of the LTRsite. It is
conposed of well-graded, dense sandy gravel and gravely sand and is hydraulically
connected with the underlying bedrock. The thickness and depth of the aquifer increases
away from the bedrock ridge, ranging fromone to three feet thick at the bedrock ridge to
25 feet thick northwest of the Lenberger sites between nonitoring wells RM4 and RM 2

d. The bedrock, under the consolidated deposits is a dolomtic |inestone that ranges froma
hi ghly weathered condition in its upper surface to a highly fractured and then
unfractured bedrock below. The |ower water systemis in the |linestone bedrock and has a
regi onal direction of groundwater flow to the east, toward Lake Mchigan. Locally,
however, the groundwater flows to the northwest, toward the Branch River. An area of
| ocal recharge of the | ower aquifer runs northeast-southwest on the southeast side of the
Lenberger sites study area. The recharge area functions as a groundwater divide, with
flow moving away fromthe divide in all directions but prinmarily to the northwest or the
sout heast .

3. Contam nation
a. Source

The source of contamination fromthe LTR site is the landfilled waste. The source of

contam nation at the LTR site is contributing to groundwater contam nation. Based on
information derived fromthe RIs perforned at the LTR site, avail able aerial photographs, the
Final Public Comment FS report for the first operable unit for the LL and LTR sites, and past
di sposal practices, the soil and waste contamination at the LTR site is delineated as
fol | ows:

e« Hot Spots - Areas that contain buried druns, concentrated anounts of hazardous
constituents, and hi gh contam nant concentrations.

¢« Area of Lowto Mdderate Contam nation - Al |ocations where hazardous constituents were
detected at | ow to noderate concentrations based on the Q2 LTR Rl analytical results

e Area of Low Probable Contami nation - The area where hazardous constituents were
detected (regardless of concentration) and all |ocations with high probability of
havi ng been used for disposal of waste nmaterials in the past.

The probabl e area of soil contami nation, as shown on Figure 2, is estimated to cover an area
of approximately 1.2 mllion square feet (approximately twenty seven acres).

b. G oundwat er

The presence of hazardous constituents in the landfill is indicated by the chenica
conposition of the groundwater. VOCs and SVOCs, and inorgani c conpounds were detected in the
groundwat er including 1-1 dichloroethane, trichloroethel ene, 1,2 dichloroethene, acetone

t ol uene, ethyl benzene, xyl ene, 4-nethyl-2-pentanone, chloroethane, 1-1-trichloroethane
barium chrom um nethylene chloride, 2-butanone and cadm um Contami nation above Maxi mum
Contami nant Levels (MCL) was found at a depth of 95.4 feet.

The upper aquifer contained high concentrations (3,000 to 5,000 ug/L) of acetone and

2-but anone, and hi gh concentrations (41,800 to 1.3 million ug/L) of calcium iron, nmagnesi um
pot assi um and sodium Moderate concentrations (100 to 220 ug/L) of nethylene chloride

1, 2-di chl oroet hene, and tetrachl oroethene were detected. Three semvolatile phenols were



al so identified.

Ext ensi ve VOCs (greater than 1,000 ug/L) were found in the | ower aquifer including

chl oroet hane, nethyl ene chloride, 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,2-dichloroethene, and
1,1,1-trichloroethane. Phenols, phthalates, pesticides and Pol ychl orinated Bi phenyls (PCBs)
were al so detected in the |l ower aquifer. Concentrations begin to decrease north of the LTR
Site and toward the Branch River. The Septenber 23, 1991 Record O Decision selected
groundwat er punp and treat to actively restore the aquifer to Federal and State of Wsconsin
groundwat er quality standards as one of the conponents of the renedial action for the first
operable unit at the LTR site.

<| MG SRC 0594270A>
c. Soils

At the LTR site, surface soils contain VOCs at concentrations ranging from230 to 2,000

ug/ kg, SVQCs ranging from94 to 2,000 ug/kg and pesticides including Aldrin at concentrations
of 240 ug/kg and Dieldrin at concentrations of 200 ug/kg. Subsurface soils at the LTR site
had | ower concentrations of VOCs than the surface soils, ranging from3 to 620 ug/kg. SVCCs,
pesticides, and PCBs were not found in the LTR subsurface soils. The risks fromthe soils
fromthe LTR site were further assessed in the Q2 RI.

d. Sedinent, Surface Water and Leachate

Sedi nent and surface water sanples were collected at and near the LL and LTR Sites, including
the wetland area. Sedinent sanples showed | ow concentrati ons of VOCs; however, one sanple
south of the LL site contai ned acetone detected at 510 ug/kg. Surface water sanples

contai ned phthal ates, nethylene chloride and acetone at low levels. O the four |eachate
sanpl e | ocations planned, |eachate was found at only one location, in the northwest corner of
the LL site. Oganics were not detected in this sanple.

VI. SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

The RI for QU2 at the LTR site reveal ed potential sources of contam nation at nost test
borings and test pit investigative |ocations across the site. Fill soils intermxed with
solid wastes, drums containing liquid and sem -solid wastes, and natural soils were
encountered at the site. A total of four druns were encountered during the Q2 R at LTR

Fourteen VOCs were detected in the test pits, and six VOCs were detected in the borings.

Tetrachl oroet hyl ene, acetone, nethylene chloride, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (total)
were detected at concentrations ranging from21 ug/kg to 380, 000 ug/kg.

Sem vol atil e organi c conpounds were nost notably present in the test pit sanples.
Pol ynucl ear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) were al so encountered in nost fill sanples.

Ared-pink liquid, clear liquid, and white sem-solid were revealed in two of the druns
encountered during the Q2 R activities at LTR The red-pink liquid portion was sanpl ed and
the anal ytical data reveal ed high | evels of VOCs and netals, a flash point of 54 degrees
Fahrenheit, and a pH of 4.5.

The baseline risk assessment conducted in 1991 by EPA for QUL R at LTR was not
quantitatively revised by the Rl for QU2. Under the future residential scenario, potential
ri sks for new contam nants of concern were qualitatively assessed. The 1991 risk assessnent
deternmi ned that repeated exposure over many years to the site's contami nated soil increased
an individual's risk of devel oping cancer to one in 100,000. The risk assessnment concl uded
that direct contact with contaminated soils at the site constitutes a health and
environnental threat.



Based on the results fromthe analysis of the drummed wastes, it was determ ned that the high
level s of VOCs and the | ow flash point of these wastes constituted an actual or threatened
rel ease and that this presented an i nmnent and substantial endangernent to the public

heal th, welfare, or the environnent.

On July 15, 1993, EPA signed an ACC with eleven PRPs to do renoval activities at the LTR
site. The ACC required the PRPs to performa land survey to better define the boundaries of
the site, construct a fence around the perineter of the site, performa geophysical study to
del ineate areas that could contain buried druns, excavate these areas and renove all druns
encount ered, dispose of the excavated drums and their contents, use soil vapor extraction to
treat the contam nated soil adjacent to the excavated druns and "hot spot" areas identified
in the R Technical Menorandum and provide site closure by constructing at a mninuma solid
wast e cover over the landfill in accordance with NR 504.07, Ws. Adm Code.

Activities pursuant to the ACC started in August 1993. The PRPs perforned a boundary survey
for the site and a geophysical survey. In Qctober 1993, a report was submtted by the PRPs
presenting the results of the geophysical survey.

A work plan for the excavation and renoval of druns fromthe LTR site was approved by EPA in
Novenber 1993. On Novenber 22, 1993, field activities related to the excavation and renoval
of druns started at the LTR site. The excavation and classification of druns were conpl eted
by April 1994. During excavation activities, a total of 1,380 buried druns were excavated
and put into overpacks. Additionally, 180 | aboratory-type jars and 226 gas cylinders were
found during excavation activities. Al druns will be classified and di sposed of at an

EPA- approved facility.

Finally, as part of the work required by the ACC, the PRPs will subnmt a work plan for the
desi gn and construction of a soil vapor extraction systemand at a mninuma landfill cap in
accordance with NR 504.07, Ws. Adm Code. |In the event U S. EPA in consultation with WNR
determi nes, prior to cover construction, that the soil vapor extraction systemwould not be
effective in renoving VOCs fromthe source, US EPAwIll require a S. NR 504.07, Ws. Adm
Code, conposite cover systemto be constructed to provide for a grater reduction of
infiltration through the source. As part of the inplenentation of the ACC, U S. EPA in
consultation with WDNR, will develop effectiveness criteria for the soil vapor extraction
system Conpliance with Wsconsin Statute, Chapter 160 and NR 140, WAC, will be achi eved
through the inplenentation of the final renedy selected for groundwater as discussed in the
Sept enber 1991 ROD for QUL at the site.

The construction of a landfill cap will reduce the risk of direct contact and ingestion of
waste. The infiltration of water through the waste will be reduced too. Furthernore, the
renmoval of druns in conjunction with the construction of a soil vapor extraction system at
the site will reduce the toxicity, nmobility and volune of the contam nants by treating the
waste. Pursuant to 40 CFR Section 300.415, the activities required by the ACC will neet
Federal and State ARARs to the extent practicable. The renoval of druns and the treatnent of
waste by using a soil vapor extraction systemw |l reduce the risk to human health and the
environnent over the long term

EPA bel i eves that once all the activities required by the ACC are inplenented, there will be
no risk, therefore, no further action will be needed at the site.

VI1. EXPLANATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe recomrended alternative described in the proposed
pl an.

VI11. STATE CONCURRENCE

The State of Wsconsin concurs conditionally with the action froma technical standpoint.



RESPONS| VENESS SUMVARY
LEMBERGER TRANSPORT AND RECYCLI NG SI TE
SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNI'T
MANI TONOC, W SCONSI N

PURPGOSE

Thi s responsi veness sunmary has been prepared to nmeet the requirements of Sections 113 (k)
(2) (B) (iv) and 117(b) of the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Amendnents and Reauthorization
Act of 1986 (SARA), which requires the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U. S
EPA) to respond to each of the significant comments, criticisnms, and new data submtted in
witten or oral presentations on a proposed plan for renedial action. The responsiveness
summary provides a sunmary of citizen's comments and concerns identified and received during
the public comment period, and U S. EPA' s responses to those comrents and concerns. Al
comrents received by U S. EPA during the public comrent period will be considered in the
selection of the remedial alternative for the Site. The responsiveness sumrary serves two
purposes: It provides U S. EPA with information about community preferences and concerns
regarding the renedial alternatives, and it shows menbers of the community how their comrents
were incorporated into the decision-making process.

Thi s docurment summarizes witten and oral comments received during the public conment period
of July 18 to August 17, 1994. The public neeting was held at 7:00 p.m on August 3, 1994 at
Franklin Town Hall, Cato, Wsconsin. Commrents were subnitted during the public nmeeting by
the Wsconsin Departnment of Natural Resources (WDNR) and two residents. Two comments were
mailed to U S. EPA

OVERVI EW

The proposed renedi al action for the source control operable unit (QUJ) at the Lenberger
Transport and Recycling (LTR) Site was announced to the public just prior to the begi nning of
the public comment period. U S. EPA proposed "No Further Action.”

State Comment s

1. Coment: The WDNR believes it would be best to delay the final decision on the type of
closure at the LTR Site, e.g., the type of cover or capping systemto be enployed, unti

addi tional information can be provided by the responsible parties and additional public input
can be obtained. The Departnent believes that the postponenent of a final decision would not
cause any significant delays in the overall project schedule, and could, in fact, accelerate
the overall schedul e by avoiding future design probl ens.

Response: It is U S. EPA s position that the information available at this tine is enough to
nake a final decision on the type of closure for the LTR site. Two Renedial Investigations
(RI) have already taken place, and the source characterization perforned was very rigorous.
The identification of areas of contamination and the | ocation of drumed wastes were
appropriately identified. During the R activity for QUL and OJ2, 22 surface soil sanples
pl us three background sanples were collected, 18 soil borings were done, and 13 test pits
were dug. In addition, the Admnistrative Oder on Consent (ACC) required the Potentially
Responsi bl e Parties (PRPs) to do additional geophysical investigations and to identify and
excavate all anonalies to determine if druns were buried in such areas. Approxinmately 1,400
drums were excavated, elimnating the possibility of druns leaking into the soils. The R
provided information on soil characteristics at the site. Based on this infornmation, there
is literature that shows a soil vapor extraction systemcan work adequately in these types of
soils. U S. EPA does not agree with WONR, because del aying the final capping decision wll
cause del ays in the project schedule.



2. Commrent: If U S. EPA nust nake a final decision now, then the Departnent woul d concur
with option 2, a conposite cover design with soil vapor extraction provided soil vapor
extraction can be shown to work effectively at the site

Response: A conposite cap is not appropriate because construction of the soil vapor
extraction systemwould inpair the integrity of the conposite cap. An NR 504.07 cap wll
provi de an adequate |evel of protection when conbined with treatnent and can easily be
repaired after installation of the soil vapor extraction system

Community Comment s

3. Comrent: One commenter noted that naybe the actions being inplenented at the
Lenmberger sites will not work and that the Waste Managenent Landfill operating near the site
shoul d be cl osed

Response: U.S. EPA believes, based on previous experiences with simlar sites, that the

sel ected renedial actions for the sites are adequate. The capping of the two landfills will
reduce the infiltration of water through the waste and the potential for direct contact. The
installation of a slurry wall around the waste in the Lenberger Landfill will prevent the
hori zontal novenent of groundwater through the wastes which have been shown to be subnerged
in the shall ow groundwat er system The groundwater punp and treat systemwi |l address the
dangers posed by the groundwater contami nation. The soil vapor extraction systemwll reduce
the anount of volatile organic contamnation in the LTR soils

The Waste Managenment landfill is an operating landfill that is regulated by the WDNR  WDNR
is responsible for assuring that the landfill is operating in accordance with the State
regul ations. U S. EPA does not have authority to close this landfill.

4. Comrent: One commenter said he is disappointed with the final proposal. "It appears
to be a Band-Aid type of solution. | fear that sinply capping the residues over will only
put off the conplete cleanup for 20-30 years. Let's clean the site properly the first tine!
At the very least, dig up the nost highly contam nated soil residues around the trenches, and
either package it and ship it off for disposal, or clean it up, preferably by burning. Wo
will pay for the cleanup?”

Response: The purpose of the landfill cap is to prevent direct contact with the landfill
waste and reduce water infiltration. Additionally, a soil vapor extraction systemw !l be
installed to treat the nost contami nated soils. Excavating the waste fromthe landfill and

shipping it off-site to be incinerated is not a feasible and cost effective option
Excavation of nost of the contaminated waste will pose risk of high exposure to contam nants
in the short termfor site workers. The cleanup for both operable units at the Lenberger
Sites will be paid by 11 Potentially Responsible Parties that have entered into a Consent
Decree for the inplenentation of the cleanup plan for the first operable unit and into an
Adm ni strative Order on Consent for the cleanup activities at the second operable unit.

5. Comrent: The sane commenter agreed with WONR that if the site is to be capped, it
shoul d include a plastic geonenbrane, and questioned the effectiveness of the soil vapor
extraction systemin soils with a lot of clay.

Response: A conposite cap with a plastic geonenbrane is not appropriate because construction
of the soil vapor extraction systemwould inpair the integrity of the conposite cap. An NR
504.07 cap will provide an adequate | evel of protection when conbined with treatnent and can
easily be repaired after installation of the soil vapor extraction system U S EPA has
initiated cleanups at sites with simlar soil conditions to the LTR site using soil vapor
extraction and it has been denonstrated that the systemcan work adequately. Additionally,
the areas to be treated at LTR, coincide for the nost part with the areas where druns were
excavated. The soil in these excavated areas is not as tight as the soil in undisturbed
areas. This situation provides for inproved transmssivity of the injected air, thus
inmproving the effectiveness of contam nant renoval at the site



6. Comment: One commenter noted that at an early-on neeting, a plan for containing the
contami nation in one area called for the construction of a slurry wall and had the foll ow ng
questions: |Is the wall deep enough? Wat's to prevent contami nants fromentering
groundwat er below the walls? |s the water renoval a one tinme shot, or will it be repeated ad
infinitun? No plans were nade to dispose of the contamnated water. Was it to be purified
in an official treatnent plant, or casually filtered on site? Wat was to be done with the
partially treated water? Was it to be drained into the Branch River watershed? Wat was
planned to keep it fromentering a groundwater aquifer?

Response: This comment refers to the cleanup being inplenented as part of the first operable
unit (QUL) for the site. A Record of Decision was signed in Septenber 1991 for QUL. The
slurry wall will be constructed around the perinmeter of the waste in the Lenberger Landfill.
This wall will be keyed into a clay unit that separates the upper aquifer fromthe | ower
aquifer. This clay unit will serve as a protective barrier to prevent mgration of
groundwat er under the wall. Additionally extraction wells will be placed inside the area
encl osed by the wall to extract the | eachate generated. These wells will serve as hydraulic
controls to prevent the nmigration of the groundwater in contact with the waste away fromthe

area enclosed by the wall. U S. EPA assumes the "water" the commenter is referring to is the
| eachate contained within the wall. Once this |leachate is punped it will be trucked and
shipped to a Publicly Owmed Treatnent Wrks (POTW for its final disposal and treatment. It
will not be drained to the Branch R ver watershed nor will it be disposed of so it enters the

gr oundwat er .

7. Comment: The same commrenter asked whet her the extraction of contam nated water froma
series of wells for the groundwater punp and treat systemwas to be done periodically once or
periodically over ten, twenty, or fifty years. Treating the water "on site" is highly

i nadequate. It needs to go through an established treatment plant.

Response: Again this comrent relates to cleanup plan for QUl. The groundwater punp and
treat systemwill be designed and constructed to operate continuously. It has been estinated
that the cleanup of the groundwater will take approximately fifteen years. During the
Feasibility Study (FS) for QUL various ways of dealing with the renedi ati on of the
groundwat er were evaluated. The FS determined that treatnment on site was the nost

pr ef erabl e.

8. Comment: The sanme commenter asked, " What are the residents of the area to do while
the cl eansi ng process takes place? Residents would live every day with the ever-present
question, 'Is our drinking water contam nated? "

Response: The PRPs are required to nonitor the residential wells during the duration of the
remedi ation project. If any wells are inpacted by the site contamnation during this
tinmeframe, neasures will be taken by U S. EPA to replace the drinking water wells or provide
a safe drinking water supply.

9. Comment: The sane comenter said in the diagram air was forced down a pipe at the
LTR site and was supposed to nove through the contam nated soil and find its way to an "exit
pipe." "l can just hear the gasping air shouting, 'Were is that exit pipe? " Wuat if the

air found sorme other exit in a rock layer or underground channel? Wuld it erupt at sone
unexpect ed, undesirable point? Could it be anywhere?

Response: The diagram presented in the fact sheet for the LTR site was used for illustration
purposes only. U 'S EPA does not intend to install only one air injection well and one vapor
extraction well. The nunber of air injection and vapor extraction wells will be determ ned

during predesign activities for the site. Since the site will be capped in conjunction with
the soil vapor extraction system there will be an extrenely mnimal chance of the injected
air or vapor gas escapi ng, except through the extraction wells. Air will be injected, after
whi ch vacuumis applied, forcing the injected air up the extraction wells.



10. Comment: A commenter expressed that their water treatnent technol ogy using the
"Advanced Oxidation Process" (the NOBIS systen) nmay elimnate the proposed plans' need for
transportati on of vast quantities of contam nated wastewater to a POTW The comment er
proposed that NOBI S technol ogi es be tested for the Lenberger sites.

Response: This comment refers to the cleanup plan for QUL. An FS was prepared eval uating
treatnment technol ogies to address the contam nation at the Lenberger sites. The 1991 ROD
sel ected groundwater punp and treat. The ROD specified that either carbon adsorption or air
stripping could be used as the treatnent technologies. A punp test and treatability study
has been performed and a conventional air stripping process was deternmined to be an adequate
way of treating the groundwater. At this tinme the design is 95% conpl ete
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